REMARKS 



Claims 1-19 are pending in the present application, were examined, and stand rejected. In 
response, Applicants amend Claims 10 and 19. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of 
pending Claims 1-19 in view of at least the following remarks. Furthermore, Applicants request 
reconsideration of the finality of the Final Office Action mailed November 4, 2003. 

I. Claims Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

The Patent Office rejected Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 10-16 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 5,884,057 issued to Blomgren, et al. f Blomeren "). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

In the Examiner's response to Applicant's arguments, the Examiner relies on extrinsic 

evidence from Hennessy and Patterson's Computer Architecture: A Qualitative Approach © 1997 

(" Hennessy "). According to the Examiner, Hennessy was made of record in the Office Action 
mailed June 18, 2003 ("prior office action"). However, the reference made of record in the prior 

office action is Heuring and Jordan's Computer System design and Architecture © 1997. (see pg. 

10 of the prior office action). 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the final rejection of Claims 1-4, 6, 8, 
10-16 and 19 is premature since Hennessy is newly cited art. {See MPEP 706.07(a)). Therefore, 
Applicants request reconsideration of the finality of the Final Office Action mailed November 4, 
2003. 

Moreover, Applicants respectfully assert that the Examiner has failed to adequately set forth 
a prima facie rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102(e). "Anticipation requires the presence in a single 
prior art reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, arranged as in the 
claim'' Lindemann Maschinenfabrik v. American Hoist & Derrick (" Lindemann "). 730 F.2d 452, 
1458 (Fed. Cir. i994J(emphasis added). Additionally, each and every element of the claim must 
be exactly disclosed in the anticipatory reference. Titanium Metals Corp. of American v. Banner 
(" Banner Titanium "! 778 F.2d 775, 777 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

Regarding Claims 1 and 19, Claims 1 and 19 include features which are neither taught nor 
suggested by either Blomgren or the references of record. Specifically, Claim 1 requires: 

a first instruction set engine to process instructions from a first ISA having a 
first word size ; 

a second instruction set engine to process instructions from a second ISA 
having a second word size , the first word size being different than the second word 
size . (Emphasis added.) 
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According to the Examiner, Blomgren teaches first and second instructions set engines to 
process instructions having a first word size and a second word size, the second word size being 
difference (sic) than the first word size. (See col. 6, lines 40-42.) However, after having carefully 
reviewed the relevant portions of Blomgren cited by the Examiner, Applicants must respectfully 
disagree with the Examiner's contention. 

Applicants submit that the Examiner is improperly equating the term "instruction size" with 
the term "word size", as required by Claim 1. As defined by the Computer Dictionary Online , the 
term "word size" refers to the number of bits that a CPU can process at one time. (See Exhibit 1) 
Applicants submit that there is no suggestion as to any variation in the word sizes between the 
RISC and CISC instruction sets within Blomgren . 

Specifically, the Examiner's attention is drawn to the following quote from Blomgren : 

The RISC and CISC instruction sets have independent encoding of 
instructions to opcodes. While both sets have ADD operations, the opcode number 
which encodes the ADD operation is different for the two instruction sets. In fact, 
the size and location of the opcode field in the instruction word is also different for 
the two instruction sets. Thus two instruction decoders are used for the two 
instruction sets - a RISC decoder 36 and a CISC decoder 32. (Col. 6, lines 37-44) 
[Emphasis added] 

Applicants submit that the cited passage implies that the instruction word size is the same 
for both the CISC and RISC instruction sets, and in accordance with the definition of "word size" 
provide above. Unless the CISC and RISC instruction words are the same size, Blomgren 's 
indication of "the size and location of the opcode field in the instruction word being different for 
the two instruction sets" makes no sense. Use of the definite article in this context requires a single 
instruction word size. Accordingly; one skilled in the art would not interpret Blomgren as teaching 
instruction set engines for processing instructions from ISAs having different word sizes. 

Moreover, after carefully reviewing the entire text of Blomgren , Applicants respectfully 
submit that the Examiner's characterization of Blomgren is incorrect. Blomgren teaches a 
mechanism for rapid reconfiguration of pipeline alignment between a pipeline optimized for RISC 
instructions and one optimized for CISC instructions with the use of muxes and mode registers. 
(Abstract, and also as depicted with reference to Blomgren 's Fig. 2.) 

To this end, Blomgren describes various mechanisms for aligning the CISC and RISC 
pipelines, as depicted with reference to Figs. 2-3 and 5-7. Applicants submit that the entire 
description of Blomgren is devoid of any reference to providing processing for different ISAs 
having different ISA word sizes . However, the case law is quite clear in establishing that each and 
every element of the claim must be exactly disclosed in the anticipatory reference. Banner 
Titanium , Id. 
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Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie rejection of Claim 1 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) in view of Blomgren . Therefore, 
Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 1 is patentable over Blomgren . as well as the references 
of record. Consequently, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the § 102(e) rejection of Claim 1. 

Regarding Claims 2-4 and 6-9, Applicants respectfully submit that Claims 2-4 and 6-9 
depend from Claim 1 and therefore include the patentable claim features of Claim 1. Accordingly, 
for at least the reasons described above, Claims 2-4 and 6-9 are patentable over Blomgren , as well 
as the references of record. Consequently, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the § 102(e) rejection of Claims 2-4, 6 and 8. 

Regarding Claim 10, Claim 10, as amended, includes the following features, which are 

neither taught nor suggested by either Blomgren or the references of record: 

fetching an input from at least one of a plurality of floating-point registers; 
detecting whether the input contains a token; 

if the token is detected in the input, checking what mode the processor is in; 
if the processor is in a first mode, processing the input to render an 
arithmetic result operation; 

if the processor is in a second mode, performing a token specific operation. 

(Emphasis added.) 

Applicants submit that these features are neither taught nor suggested by either Blomgren or 
the references of record. 

The Examiner directs Applicants to col. 6, lines 64-65 wherein, 

the CISC instruction decoder 32 detects these emulated instructions and signals 
from unknown opcode over line 40 to mode control logic 30. In response, the 
mode control logic 30 sets RISC bit-60 in register 38 and loads the instruction 
pointer with the address of the emulation routine in memory. Once the emulation 
routine is complete, an RISC instruction causes the mode register 38 to be reset to 
CISC mode and the instruction pointer updated to point to the following CISC 
instruction. The CISC program continues with the following instruction unaware 
that the instruction was emulated with RISC instructions. (See cols. 6-7 lines 
61-10.) (Emphasis added.) 

As is clearly indicated by the cited passage, there is no reference to whether a check of 
whether a token is received as an input, as required by Claim 10. However, the case law is quite 
clear in requiring that each and every element of the claim must be exactly disclosed in the 
anticipatory reference. Banner Titanium . Id. 

Accordingly, although Blomgren describes emulation of certain CISC routines with RISC 
instructions, the processing performed within Blomgren does not vary according to the mode bit. 
As indicated above, the mode bit directs mux 46 to select either a decoded CISC instruction or a 
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decoded RISC instruction. Furthermore, the detection of emulated instructions does not teach the 
detection of whether an input contains a token, as required by Claim 10. 

Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a 
prima facie rejection of Claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) in view of Blomgren or the references 
of record. Consequently, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the § 102(e) rejection of Claim 10. 

Claims 11-16 depend from Claim 10 and, therefore, include the patentable claim limitations 
of Claim 10, as described above. Accordingly, Applications respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the § 102(e) rejection of Claims 1 1-16. 

Regarding Claim 19, Claim 19 includes similar features to Claim 10, which is neither nor 
suggested by the references of record. Furthermore, Claim 19 includes the following features, 
which are neither taught nor suggested by either Blomgren or the references of record: 
detecting whether the input contains at least one token of a plurality of 

tokens; 

if at least one token is detected in the input, checking what mode the 
processor is in; 

processing the input to render an arithmetic result when the processor is in 
at least a first mode of a plurality of modes; and 

performing a token specific operation when the processor is in at least a 
second mode of a plurality of modes. (Emphasis added.) 

As indicated above, Blomgren teaches the emulation of complex CISC instructions using a 

plurality of RISC instructions, which are referred to as "emulated instructions". 

The instruction decoder 32 is responsible for detecting such instructions , 
which results in the setting of an RISC mode and loading of the emulation routine 
in memory, such that following execution, the mode register 38 is reset to CISC 
mode and the instruction pointer is updated to point to the following CISC 
instruction. (Col. 7, lines 1-10.) (Emphasis added.) 

In contrast, Claim 19, as amended, requires detection of whether a token is received as an 
input operand of an operation . If a token is received, the token may be processed to produce an 
arithmetic result when the processor is in a first mode. However, if the processor is in a second 
mode, a token specific operation is performed by the processor. As such, Claim 19 requires varied 
operation, depending on whether a token is received as an input operand corresponding to a 
received operation. 

Conversely, Blomgren teaches the detection of an emulated CISC instruction and switches 
to a RISC mode when such an instruction is detected. The switch to the RISC mode results in the 
loading of various RISC instructions to perform the CISC instruction. Once completed, the mode 
is switched to the CISC mode. Applicants respectfully submit that the instruction emulation as 
taught by Blomgren does not provide any teachings or suggestions with reference to processing of 
tokens received as input operands when in a first mode and processing a token specific operation 
when the processor is in a second mode, as required by Claim 19, as amended. 
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Consequently, Applicants submit that the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie 
rejection of Claim 19 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) since Blomgren fails to teach each and every 
element of Claim 19, as amended. Consequently, Applicants respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider and withdraw the § 102(e) rejection of Claim 19. 

II. Claims Rejected Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

The Patent Office rejected Claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Blomgren in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,884,057 issued to Dao et al. ("Dao"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Applicants submit that Claim 5 depends from Claim 1 and therefore indicates the patentable 
claim features of Claim 1, as described above. Furthermore, Applicants submit that the 
Examiner's combination in view of Dao fails to rectify the deficiencies attributed in Blomgren for 
failing to teach or suggest a processor for processing instructions from first and second fixed word 
size ISAs where the first ISA word size is different than the second ISA word size. 

Consequently, for at least the reasons described above, Claim 5 is patentable over the 
references of record. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claim 5. 

The Patent Office rejected Claims 7, 9 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Blomgren in view of IEEE Standard for Binary Floating-Point Arithmetic 
(" IEEE "). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Applicants submit that Claims 7 and 9 depend from Claim 1 and therefore include the 
patentable claim features of Claim 1. Furthermore, with regards to the citing of IEEE reference, 
Applicants submit that the IEEE reference fails to rectify the deficiencies attributed to Blomgren and 
failing to teach processing of first and second ISAs where the first ISA word size is different than 
the second ISA word size. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons described above, Claims 7 and 9 are patentable over 
Blomgren and IEEE, as well as the references of record. Consequently, Applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claims 7 and 9. 

Regarding Claim 17, Claim 17 depends from Claim 10 and therefore includes the 
patentable claim features of Claim 10, as described above. With regard to the IEEE reference, the 
TFER reference fails to rectify the deficiencies attributed to Blomgren ' s failure to teach detection of 
a token as a data input operand of a received operation, as well as the processing of the token 
operand based on the indicated mode. 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons described above, Claim 17 is patentable over the 
references of record. Consequently, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider 
and withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claim 17. 
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The Patent Office rejected Claim 18 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being.unpatentable over 
Blomgren in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,204,828 issued to Kohn ("Kohn"). Applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Applicants respectfully submit that Claim 18 includes the following claims features, which 
are neither taught nor suggested by either Blomgren in view of Kohn , as well as the references of 
record: 

a plurality of instruction set engines to process instructions from a plurality 
of instruction set architectures having different word sizes. (Emphasis added.) 

Hence, Claim 18 requires a plurality of IS As having different word sizes. Conversely, 
Applicants submit that the teachings of Blomgren are limited to processing instructions from an 
ISA with a fixed instruction size (RISC) and processing instructions from an ISA having a non- 
fixed instruction size (CISC). As indicated above, the instruction size used by an ISA differs from 
the word size ("the number of bits a CPU can process at one time") of an ISA. 

Accordingly, Applicants submit that the Examiner is improperly equating the term 
"instruction size" with the term "word size", as required by Claim 18. Therefore, Applicants 
respectfully submit that there is no suggestion as to any variation in the word sizes between the 
RISC and CISC instruction sets within Blomgren . Furthermore, Applicants submit that this 
feature is also neither taught nor suggested by Kohn . 

Accordingly, for at least the reasons described above, Applicants respectfully submit that 
the Examiner has failed to establish a prima facie case of obviousness over Blomgren in view of 
Kohn in order to reject Claim 18. Consequently, Claim 18 is patentable over Blomgren . Kohn and 
the references of record. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider 
and withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claim 18. 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the foregoing, it is submitted that Claims 1-19, as amended, patentably define 
the subject invention over the cited references of record, and are in condition for allowance and 
such action is earnestly solicited at the earliest possible date. If the Examiner believes a telephone 
conference would be useful in moving the case forward, he is encouraged to contact the 
undersigned at (310) 207-3800. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent and future replies, 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2666 for any additional 
fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§1.16 or 1.17, particularly, extension of time fees. 



Respectfully submitted, 

BLAKELY, SOKOLOFF, TAYLOR, & ZAFMAN LLP 



Dated: January 5. 2004 



By: 




[seph LuTz,^eg^<^43^ 



12400 Wilshire Boulevard 
Seventh Floor 

Los Angeles, California 90025 
(310) 207-3800 



I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 
with the United States Postal Service as first class mail, 
with sufficient postage, in an envelope addressed to: Mail 
Stop AF, Commissioner for Patente, P.O. Box 1450, 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING: 
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